such programs has been to alleviate a i societal problems, from unemployment t scores of some children in public scho< substandard housing to recidivism of f addiction to the inadequacies and ineq health care system. But as a number o failed to live up to the expectations their creation, even as their costs es were raised as to the reasons for the performance. In response, federal age sponsored and conducted a diversity of activities, obligating nearly a quarte dollars for that purpose in fiscal 197 more than 2,000 staff years on the par federal evaluation staff (Office of Ma 1977).
Nowhere has the growth of programs
growth of evaluation been more pronoun
field of education. The federal part
income grew from 4.3 percent in 1962 t
1974, from $1.6 billion to $6.6 billic
1977-78 dollars). The most rapid incr
mid-1960s? by 1966 the federal contrik
percent, close to the current level (E
1979). The increase was largely the i
landmark Elementary and Secondary Educ
1965 (reauthorized and added to sever*
recently in 1978) , which mandated a ni
funded programs to improve the school
disadvantaged children. Title I, whic
compensatory education for poor child]
continues to be, the keystone program
legislation. To date, more than $26 ]
funds has gone to state agencies and :
under Title I (Kirst and Jung 1980).
Evaluation activities lagged a few though the first legislative requirem was built into the original Title I 1 time the program was 7 years old, morclined drastically in the communities that had droppe< the course.
